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Following the line that Gary Larson’s Far Side comics took, we present a surrealistic, 

though serious view of the “far side” of leadership. We highlight the foibles and follies of the 

leadership influencing process, explaining how distance from the leader can produce effects that 

might seem particularly irrational though which may have some evolutionary explanations (Van 

Vugt, 2010, in press). In a way, we present an explanation for the “nice-from-far but far-from-

nice” phenomenon.  

We put the far side at the core of the leadership legitimization process to explore how 

leader distance affects the leader’s ability to influence others. Bogardus (1927) was the first to 

discuss it and suggested that leaders must be socially distant from followers because “the extent 

that leadership rests on sheer prestige, it is easily punctured by intimacy” (p. 127). It may seem 

that we take an “anti-leadership” stance given the punch line of our chapter, which is:  Leaders 

who make it to the top may do so not because of the skills they posses but because they “look the 

role” and this biasing effect appears to be accentuated with leader distance. How, precisely does 

leadership work from a distance? If leaders obtain legitimacy merely by maintaining a distance, is 

leadership--particulary at the upper echelons where leaders are shielded from followers--just 

about props and smokscreens or does it actually impact the organization?  

Although our chapter takes a leader-distance twist, we will also show that leaders actually 

have an important effect on organizational outcomes. The fact that leaders are selected for 

reasons other than the competence they possess to do their jobs brings to fore another problem, 

that of leader selection; however, it certainly does not nullify the fact that leaders can have good 

and bad effects on organizations. It all depends on how competent and influential the leaders 

actually are. Put bluntly a dumb, extraverted leader who looks competent will not be as effective 

as a smart extraverted leader who looks competent. 
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In this chapter, we begin by first explaining leadership and the leader distance 

phenomenon. We then review some evidence indicating that in distant situations (i.e., political 

elections), followers seem to inordinately rely on specious factors when it comes to selecting a 

leader. Next, we discuss the ascription-actuality theory of leadership (Antonakis, in press), which 

provides an integrative explanation for these findings, and also to the question of why leadership 

actually matters. Finally, we review some of the traits which are thought to matter for leadership 

effectiveness (but might not) and some traits that actually matter for effectiveness. We conclude 

by presenting an evolutionary explanation as to why, when we select leaders, we may rely on 

factors which actually do not matter at all.  

Distance in Leadership 

Leadership can be exercised close-up, impacting followers and teams directly; this is the 

type of leadership that most leadership scholars, particularly those who come from a psychology 

background, study. However, leadership can also work from far away, whether cascading through 

an organization via subordinate leaders or organizational structures, or through influencing 

distant followers directly (e.g., voters) via the media or other channels (Antonakis & Atwater, 

2002; Antonakis & Hooijberg, 2007; Jacquart & Antonakis, 2010; Shamir, 1995). Insofar as 

organizational scholarship is concerned, research on the leadership-at-a-distance phenomenon is 

relatively scarce, and most of the research on leadership has focused on supervisory, or face-to-

face leadership (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002; J.G. Hunt, 1991; Waldman & Yammarino, 1999). 

Of course, leadership is required at all levels of organizations (Minkes, Small, & Chatterjee, 

1999), yet it is the top-level, “distant” leadership—that is, leadership of organizations (J. G. Hunt, 

1991)—which might matter most for organizational outcomes (Antonakis, House, Rowold, & 

Borgmann, 2010). The close-distant continuum is important to address because leader distance 

determines how leader influence is exercised and the level of analysis at which the impact of 
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leadership will lie (Antonakis & Atwater, 2002; J.G. Hunt, 1991; Waldman & Yammarino, 

1999).  

At the upper echelons of organizations, leaders determine the strategy and thus influence 

the outcomes of their organizations (Hambrick & Mason, 1984); be it a large multinational firm 

or even a whole country, there is evidence to suggest that leadership matters (Bertrand & Schoar, 

2003; G. Chen, Kirkman, & Kanfer, 2007; Flynn & Staw, 2004; R. J. House, W. D. Spangler, & 

J. Woycke, 1991; B. F. Jones & Olken, 2005; Judge & Piccolo, 2004). Top-level leaders’ 

influence on organizational outcomes is even greater in situations where managerial discretion is 

large (Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1990; Hambrick & Finkelstein, 1987); indeed, as job autonomy 

increases, so too does the impact of personal characteristics on managerial outcomes (Barrick & 

Mount, 1993).  

Leaders also impact organizational outcomes through shaping values and culture. 

Organizational culture originates, in part, from the founders’ values; these values influence the 

selection process in such a way that employees with beliefs, values, and assumptions congruent 

to those of the organization will be sought (Schein, 1990). The culture then becomes self-

reinforcing (Schneider, 1987). Finally, top level leaders also create culture by setting expected 

standards of behavior through role modeling (Sashkin, 2004; Schein, 1990). Supported by reward 

and control systems, the values and culture of the organization channel the leaders’ strategic 

vision across organizational levels, and thus ultimately influences performance both at individual 

and organizational levels (Antonakis & Hooijberg, 2007; Hooijberg, Hunt, Antonakis, Boal, & 

Lane, 2007; Waldman & Yammarino, 1999).  

Shamir (1995) was the first to provide an integrative perspective of the role of distance in 

the charismatic leadership process; contributions have been made by others as well (Bogardus, 

1927, 1928; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Napier & Ferris, 1993; R. E. Park, 1924; Yagil, 1998). 
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Although conceptualized in different ways, feeling distant from a leader can be attributed to three 

types of distances: physical, social, as well as interaction frequency (Antonakis & Atwater, 

2002). One of the aspects which characterizes the leadership of organizations is a high leader-

follower distance on all three dimensions of distance (i.e., “Class 3 leaders,” following the 

Antonakis-Atwater model). Top-level leaders are usually physically distant from most of their 

followers. Interactions between top-level leaders and followers are often rare or may never occur. 

Finally, social distance (i.e., status and rank differences) between top-level leaders and followers 

is usually high too.  

One way in which leader-follower distance affects the leadership process is that in high 

distance situations, followers have very little information about leaders and may be prone to 

judge them by similarity or representativeness. Tversky and Kahneman (1974) have shown that 

when making judgments under uncertainty, individuals tend to seek attributes that are thought to 

be representative of a category; even when just a couple of these attributes are found, the 

category is triggered (Cantor & Mischel, 1977) and the individual will be classifed according to 

prototypical indicators of the category. Future judgements regarding the target will remain 

anchored there even if the observer encounters disconfirming information (cf. Nickerson, 1998).  

This information scarcity is akin to what Plato evoked in his allegory of the ship captain 

in The Republic. Plato compared the state to a ship. The governor (captain) of the ship represents 

the ruler of the state, and the crew its citizens. According to Plato, the crew neither has the 

knowledge nor the technical expertise to select a competent leader and thus they will choose a 

captain who may be “taller and stronger than any of the crew, but he is a little deaf and has a 

similar infirmity in sight, and his knowledge of navigation is not much better” (Plato & Jowett, 

1901). Similarly to the crew of the ship, citizens of a state lack the knowledge and expertise to 

vote competently and thus rely on specious factors when selecting a leader; consequently states 
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are bound to be oftentimes ruled by incompetent, but tall and strong leaders. Plato certainly has 

history on this side on this point (and we leave it up to readers to think of salient examples!).  

One wonders to which extent Plato’s rather gloomy prediction would be prevalent in modern 

democracies and organizations. Given the abundance of information which prevails in modern 

societies, is it reasonable to assume that normal folk--company board members, personnel 

selectors, followers, or voters--are less biased by irrelevant factors when selecting leaders. 

Multinational firms pay large sums of money to specialized recruitment firms to ensure that the 

best executives possible are proposed for a post. We would like to think that those who select 

leaders do so on the basis of the leaders’ competence and influencing skills and not on irrelevant 

factors like their looks, their sex, or their height.  

We would also like to believe that in politics voters pay attention to the issues, the voting 

history of candidates (and their parties), the values that they are willing to defend, the previous 

performance of candidates, their constancy and integrity, and so forth. Yet, political candidates 

and their parties still spend huge sums of money in campaigns to seduce voters, particularly via 

media outlets like television, and pay particular attention to managing and marketing the image of 

their candidates. For instance, in early 2008, campaign costs for the 2008 US congress and 

presidential elections neared US$2 Billion dollars (Oliphant, 2008). Unfortunately, recent 

research shows that voters, particularly those who are not well informed, are inordinately 

influenced by candidate image instead of substance as a direct result of television viewing (Lenz 

& Lawson, 2009). We discuss this phenomenon in detail next, as well as provide a test of Plato’s 

allegory with the boat captain (Antonakis & Dalgas, 2009).  

Facing leadership from a distance 

At this point, we have suggested that distance can affect leadership processes like leader 

emergence; however, how strong is the evidence? Alexander Todorov and his colleagues ran 
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some very interesting experiments in the context of US Congressional and Senate elections 

(Todorov, Mandisodza, Goren, & Hall, 2005). Their reasoning was the following: Given that 

physical appearance is probably the most rapidly available (and probably first) information about 

candidates, and given our innate propensity to rely on our initial impressions to form judgments, 

could it be that judgments we make about candidates on the basis on their appearance affect 

electoral outcomes? In other words, do we base one of our most, if not the most, important civic 

decisions, in part, on appearances? 

In order to test this proposition, Todorov et al. (2005) presented naïve participants with 

pairs of faces. Each participant was presented with the faces of the winner and the runner-up of 

one of the races from the 2000, 2002, and 2004 US congressional or Senate elections. With no 

other information about the candidates, the participants were asked to rate the candidates on 

competence and six other traits (i.e., leadership, intelligence, honesty, trustworthiness, likability, 

and charisma). Lo and behold, Todorov and his colleagues found that individual-level inferences 

of competences correctly predicted about 70% of the races! Moreover, these inferences of 

competence also positively correlated with margin of victory (r = .44).i  

These results were equally valid even when participants were exposed to candidates’ faces 

for only one second! In fact, researchers have found that inference of competence (and of other 

specific traits) do not change as a function of time constraints—even when participants are 

exposed to pictures for a little as one tenth of a second (Willis & Todorov, 2006). These results 

seem quite robust. Indeed, Todorov et al. (2005) found that inference of competence predicted 

electoral outcomes even when controlling for all of the other trait-based judgments participants 

had made about the candidates. Actually, inferred competence was the only significant predictor 

in the model. 
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The astonishing findings of Todorov et al. (2005) have been replicated in a series of 

studies (e.g., Antonakis & Dalgas, 2009; Lawson, Lenz, Baker, & Myers, in press; Poutvaara, 

Jordahl, & Berggren, 2009; Rule, Ambady, et al., 2010). These studies have generalized the 

original findings to other cultures and to other age cohorts, and have ruled out some competing 

explanations (i.e., the effects of babyfacedness, media familiarity, incumbency, and the ability to 

infer competence from appearance). For instance, it has been argued that the extent to which 

political candidates’ faces share characteristics of a baby’s face is what is truly driving the 

results. Zebrowitz and Montepare (2005) have suggested that if candidates have “a round face, 

large eyes, small nose, high forehead, and small chin” (Poutvaara, et al., 2009, p. 1132) the less 

they will be perceived as being competent; thus, it is plausible that babyfacedness can explain the 

Todorov et al. findings. This alternate explanation has been ruled out by a study conducted by 

Poutvaara and colleagues (2009). Whereas babyfaced individuals were indeed perceived as less 

competent, babyfacedness was unrelated to electoral outcomes (or positively related depending 

on the sample of candidates). 

Another plausible explanation regarding the association between judgments based on the 

appearance of candidates and electoral outcomes has to do with prior exposure to these very 

candidates through the media (Olivola & Todorov, 2010), even though the participants may not 

have recognized the candidates. Indeed, the design of the Todorov et al. (2005) study does not 

rule out the possibility that these results are driven by media familiarity with the politicians. 

Although participants in the Todorov et al. (2005) were asked whether or not they recognized the 

face of the politicians they were rating (i.e., judgments based on politicians which participants 

recognized were excluded from the analyses), it is nevertheless possible that they had been 

exposed to these faces in the media and that they were simply picking the faces of the politicians 

who were more recognizable (and thus better known); this bias could be due to availability or 
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familiarly effects (C. W. Park & Lessig, 1981; Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). By virtue of holding 

office, election winners are more likely to appear in the media; also, having a large budget would 

guarantee more exposure in the media (and a higher probability of success). Therefore, 

participants would be more familiar with the faces of election winners and thus, more likely to 

select them.  

Studies conducted in cross-cultural settings rule out this possible “familiarity effect.” In 

these studies, participants from one country were asked to select between faces of politicians who 

had been running for office in another country (Antonakis & Dalgas, 2009; Lawson, et al., in 

press; Poutvaara, et al., 2009; Rule, Ambady, et al., 2010; Rule, Freeman, et al., 2010). The 

design of these studies makes it very unlikely that the participants would have been previously 

exposed to the faces they were asked to rate. For example, Antonakis and Dalgas (2009) found 

that inferences of competence (including intelligence and leadership) made by Swiss participants 

predicted the outcome of French parliamentary elections better than chance—that is, with an 

accuracy rate of 72% at the individual level—and that inferences of competence correlated 

significantly with margin of victory; also, participants were college students who rated election 

outcomes of politicians in another county that occurred while they were in their early teens (thus, 

it is highly unlikely that the students had been exposed to those politicians). Similarly, Poutvaara 

and colleagues (Poutvaara, et al., 2009) found that judgments of competence by non-Finnish 

participants predicted the outcomes of Finnish parliamentary and municipal elections better than 

chance.  

Highlighting further how the leader-distance phenomenon may affect leader outcomes, 

Two related studies, led by Nicolas Rule, also suggest that the association between judgments 

from exposure to politicians’ faces and election outcomes can be generalized across cultures 

(Rule, Ambady, et al., 2010; Rule, Freeman, et al., 2010). In a first study, Rule and colleagues 
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(Rule, Ambady, et al., 2010) asked Japanese and American participants to make judgments about 

Japanese and American politicians. Participants from both cultures made similar trait inference 

from the exposure to the politicians’ faces; consistent with the Todorov et al. (2005) findings, 

these traits inferences predicted the actual vote share of the candidates. One difference wasfound, 

however,  between Japanese and American participants. Participants did not rely on the same 

traits to predict electoral success. In other words, whereas participants from both cultures agreed 

about what the candidates were like, they did not agree on which of the candidates’ 

characteristics mattered the most. Consequently, participants were able to predict which 

candidates would win in their own culture but not in the other. Given that Japanese and 

Americans come from very distinct genes pools with substantially different facial characteristics, 

this result is not that surprising.  

In a second study, Rule and colleagues (Rule, Freeman, et al., 2010) used functional 

magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) to further investigate the findings from this first study. 

Similarly to the first study (Rule, Ambady, et al., 2010), Japanese and American participants 

were asked to make voting judgments about political candidates from both cultures; however, this 

time the researchers used fMRI to examine the neural activity of participants. Interestingly, the 

researchers found that participants’ voting decisions about candidates from both cultures were 

reflected in the amgydala’s response, thus providing some preliminary support to the proposition 

that there might be a common neural basis underlying electoral choices across cultures. 

Making it more difficult to face 

The above results are intriguing; however, are they due to a real effect due to 

evolutionally mechanism that have equipped us to deal with judgment under uncertainty (i.e., at a 

distance) or is it all an artifact (or a confound) of some other process? We answer this question in 

the following sections.  
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It is possible that the effect of competence on election outcomes is confounded with that 

of familiarity due to incumbency (e.g., Gelman & King, 1990) or other factors (e.g., advertising 

budget). It is also possible that incumbents looked more competent in the first place; thus 

incumbency, rather than competence, might explain why participants tend to select the faces of 

election winners rather than runner-ups. This possibility seems to be ruled out, however, by 

Antonakis and Dalgas (2009). In this study, the researchers ‘stacked the deck’ against themselves 

by only using election races in which the incumbent lost. Therefore, the fact that participants 

selected the election winner better than chance cannot be explained by an incumbency advantage. 

The study by Antonakis and Dalgas (2009) is also novel in another regard and their 

replication of the Todorov et al. (2005) findings had a twist. Instead of recruiting only adult 

participants to take part in their study, they also recruited children (n = 681) between the ages of 

5 and 13 to take part. After having played a simulation in which they had to sail a boat from Troy 

to Ithaca, the children were presented with the same pairs of faces from the French parliamentary 

elections and were asked to choose whom they would rather have as the captain of their boat 

(Plato would have had a field day were he alive today!). The children correctly predicted 71% of 

the races! Note that, an additional sample of adults (n = 160, mean age 30) also took part in the 

same game which helped verify that changing the format of the experiment did not introduce a 

confound. This additional sample of adults also allowed researchers to show that the predictive 

accuracy of participants did not depend on age. Furthermore, children’s predictions regarding the 

pairs of faces followed the same patterns as did those of the adults (i.e., both children and adults 

collectively “hit” and “missed” on the same pairs). Note also that Antonakis and Dalgas (2009) 

controlled for the fixed-effect of pairs of faces.  

These intriguing findings also address another potential cofound. If actual competence can 

be inferred from appearance in distant leader-follower relationships, one could argue that 
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participants are selecting not only the candidates who appear to be the most competent, but those 

who actually are; that is, competent individuals have something in their face that signals their 

competency. After repeated exposure to politicians who have different performance success, 

voters learn to associate facial competence with actual competence. However, this explanation is 

problematic, because if voters were able to detect competency, then all elected politicians would 

be highly competent (which does not appear consistently to be the case).  This explanation is also 

very unlikely given that Antonakis and Dalgas used small children as participants. Children have 

very little experience regarding leadership and in this regard their behavioral choices are closer to 

“nature,” which suggests that individuals might be hard-wired with face-processing templates 

(Antonakis & Dalgas, 2009; Slater & Quinn, 2001) 

To get an idea of how easy it is to guess the winners, we include sample pairs of faces 

from the Antonakis-Dalgas (2009) study (see Figure 1). If you would like to test yourself to see 

whether you can correctly identify the winner in each race, compare your answers with the actual 

electoral results presented in the endnotes.ii Before you do so, keep in mind that the chances of 

correctly selecting the winner in all fives races is about 3 out of 100 (i.e., 0.55). 

------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 about here 

------------------------------------------- 

So where does all this leave us? It seems that in distance situations followers over-rely on 

facial appearance when deciding how to cast their votes. Does that mean that we are forever 

doomed to selecting competent-looking but possibly incompetent leaders? Perhaps; however, 

individuals should be able to show some Bayesian updating as they receive more information on 

candidates. That is, the initial classification can be corrected, although it is usually not corrected 

enough (cf. Gilbert, Pelham, & Krull, 1988; E. E. Jones & Harris, 1967); in fact, recent 
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experimental evidence shows that individuals can sway observers by using effective leader 

influence tactics (i.e., charisma) beyond face effects. For example, pre- and post-training 

speeches are ranked differently by observers, beyond the fixed-effects of leaders (Antonakis, 

Angerfelt, & Liechti, 2010); that is, a person who looks incompetent can still overcome a initial 

(bad) classification by using effective communication strategies provided of course, that they 

have the opportunity to demonstrate these strategies.  

We will now present a theory, the actuality-ascription theory of leadership (Antonakis, in 

press), that provides a theoretical framework in which to interpret these findings. We will also 

present some evidence derived from predictive models of voting behaviour which supports the 

actuality-ascription theory of leadership. 

The Actuality-Ascription Theory of Leadership 

Antonakis (in press) recently proposed an actuality-ascription trait theory of leadership to 

link observable and latent traits in differential ways to leadership outcomes. This theory provides 

a framework to understand why simple things like candidates’ facial appearance predicts 

electoral outcomes; it also explains why, despite this biasing mechanism, other leader traits 

actually predict performance more accurately (and, ironically, independently of whether leaders 

were selected on those traits). The actuality-ascription trait theory of leadership proposes two 

routes to leader legitimization: It distinguishes between: (a) traits the leader possesses and which 

matter for leadership from, (b) those which the leader possesses and which are thought to matter 

for leadership but may not directly matter (though they might matter in an indirect way as in the 

case of physical height, as we discuss below).  

The first route, which is the actuality route, is a longer route. If the leader actually 

possesses traits which are predictive of leader effectiveness, these will positively affect 

organization outcomes and, to the extent that these outcomes are observable, the leader will be 
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legitimized and accorded status (i.e., seen as a prototypical leader). The second route, which is 

the ascription route, can be thought of as a shortcut. This is the route which is likely to prevail in 

distant situations. It is a more subtle and sinister route, one which may not lead followers and the 

organization to the desired destination because the leader might not have the traits that are 

essential for success. This route stems from traits which are ascribed (i.e., imputed) to the leader 

and which are thought to matter for effective leadership because the leader appears to possess 

them (i.e., which are representative of the leader stereotype, Lord, Foti, & De Vader, 1984; 

Tversky & Kahneman, 1974)—whether this is the case or not. That is, because an individual may 

look competent, they will be ascribed competence (e.g., intelligence) and emerge as a leader, 

irrespective of whether they are competent or not.  

Consequently, whereas the ascribed route will usually lead to leader emergence, it will 

only lead to leader effectiveness if the leader possesses traits that actually matter for leadership 

effectiveness. Furthermore, it is also possible that certain traits, which do not objectively matter 

for leadership (e.g., height), affect both leader and followers indirectly. That is, a leader might be 

more self-confident and/or treated with greater respect to the extent that they are tall, thus gaining 

credibility and influence; given these conditions, the leader may well be become more effective, 

at least by being able to federate followers around a goal (cf. Judge & Cable, 2004). Furthermore, 

it is important to note that traits that matter (e.g., intelligence) are not necessarily the traits on 

which leaders are selected for some leadership positions; and, traits on which leaders are selected 

(e.g., facial appearance) are not necessarily those that matter!  

------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figure 2 about here 

------------------------------------------- 
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Intelligence is a good example of an important predictor of leader effectiveness (we will 

discuss this point later); however, it does not always matter for leader emergence—at least, this is 

what data on US presidents suggests. Note also that as concerns leadership in general a meta-

analysis indicated that although objectively-measured intelligence correlated with objectively 

measured effectiveness (.35), it only correlated .18 with perceived effectiveness and .25 with 

perceived emergence (Judge, Colbert, & Ilies, 2004).  

Back to US presidents: Imagine you had data on the intelligence of US presidents and on 

presidential outcomes. If presidents were selected on their intelligence, we would observe range 

restriction on the measures of presidential intelligence; in other words, there will be very little 

variance in intelligence because all presidents would be above a certain threshold, for example, 

above the average IQ of US college graduates, which is approximately 112 - 120 (Longman, 

Saklofske, & Fung, 2007; Simonton, 2006). Without variance on intelligence, there cannot be any 

covariance between intelligence and other variables, and thus intelligence will not correlate with 

other measures. Dean Simonton has extensively studied individual differences of US presidents 

and the effect of these individual differences on presidential outcomes (e.g., Simonton, 1988, 

2002, 2006). Figure 3 presents measures of intellectual brilliance (converted to estimates of 

general intelligence) and presidential greatness for all US presidents from George Washington to 

George W. Bush (Simonton, 2002). As it is evident from this figure, there is variance on 

intelligence and there is a significant correlation between intelligence and presidential greatness; 

this relationship thus indicating that US presidents have been selected on factors other than 

intelligence (and a fair number of presidents had an IQ lower than average college graduates!). 

Important to note is that this relationship is not tainted by common-methods variance issues 

because the independent and dependent variables are gathered from different sources (see 

Antonakis, Bendahan, Jacquart, & Lalive, in press).   
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------------------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 3 about here 

------------------------------------------- 

Two important take-home points to note: (a) US presidents are not selected on 

intelligence, (b) intelligence matters for leadership effectiveness. If intelligence is so important at 

the U.S. presidency, just as it is in other performance domains, particularly as job complexity 

increases (Salgado, Anderson, Moscoso, Bertua, & de Fruyt, 2003; Salgado et al., 2003; Schmidt 

& Hunter, 1996), why is it then that US presidents are not selected on intelligence? One possible 

explanation is that differences in intelligence between candidates are not readily observable (e.g., 

less intelligent presidential candidates may still appear more intelligent than they actually are 

through carefully-staged appearances). Also, it is possible that voters have a fallacious 

understanding of the nature of the relationship between presidential intelligence and 

effectiveness. Highly intelligent candidates are perhaps perceived as aloof, living in a detached 

world and out of touch with average voters. 

In order to understand why the traits on which leaders are selected are not necessarily 

those that matter, it is important to understand the processes through which (a) traits determine 

leader emergence, and (b) through which traits followers attribute to leaders.  

Some not-so-farfetched ideas on judging leaders 

With distance comes reduced information richness. In situations of limited information, 

individuals are able to make sense of others and of the world at large by using implicit theories 

(i.e., stereotypes) to “fill in the blanks” and to make rapid and effortless judgments (Fiske, 1995). 

Concepts (i.e., schemas) are organized around different attributes and the relationships between 

other concepts and these attributes (Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p. 89). In situations of uncertainty, 

surprisingly accurate judgments can be made using these schemas (Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992). 

Individuals also rely on schemas to classify others and can do so using slivers of information that 
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are thought to be representative of a given schema. For instance, individuals develop implicit 

theories of leadership (Lord, et al., 1984) which are triggered by specific attributes of the 

leadership stereotype or by effects which are considered to be causally related to these attributes. 

Indicators (i.e., stereotypical proxies) of what naïve observers believe are indicative of leadership 

are associated with leader effectiveness through repeated observations. These associations may 

be valid. However, at times, it is possible that individuals perceive what have been labeled 

“illusory correlations” (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974), in other words, spurious associations. For 

instance, being taller, being a man, being handsome, or perhaps being older, may be stereotypical 

proxies of a leader. However, whether a tall, handsome, older man is an effective leader will 

depend on factors which are not readily observable such as this person’s intelligence and 

personality. 

Inferential and attributional processes  

How do individuals ascribe leadership traits to others? In a recent paper, we have 

proposed that there are two cognitive processes: Attributional and inferential processes (Jacquart 

& Antonakis, 2010). Although the terms attributions and inferences are often used 

interchangeably, they refer to distinct psychological mechanisms (Erickson & Krull, 1999). 

Inferences are concerned with determining the nature of something (i.e., determining the 

characteristics of a perceived target), while attributions are mechanisms through which the cause 

of an outcome is sought (i.e., the cause of a perceived effect is determined). One can infer the 

extent to which another individual is aggressive from the an individual’s facial structure (Carré, 

McCormick, & Mondloch, 2009). One can attribute organizational performance to effective 

leadership, even when performance cannot be traced back to the leader (Weber, Camerer, 

Rottenstreich, & Knez, 2001)—a phenomenon which readily prevails in the business community 

(C. C. Chen & Meindl, 1991; Rosenzweig, 2007). The ascription route, which we previously 
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discussed, encompasses both these inferential and attributional processes. The ascription route 

springs from factors that are often specious and this route which is likely to be preponderant in 

situations where leader-follower distance is large. Two paradigms of leadership research—the 

romance of leadership paradigm and the performance cue paradigm—are particularly important 

in discussing the role of attributions in the leadership process:   

1. Scholars from the “romance of leadership school” have proposed that leadership is 

mostly an attributional process in which observers attempt to make sense of organizational 

outcomes by attributing them to leadership (see Calder, 1977; Pfeffer, 1977). This perspective 

therefore suggests that in some situations followers are susceptible to a romantic view of leaders 

and leadership, a view in which leaders receive unwarranted credit (or blame) for organizational 

outcomes (Meindl & Ehrlich, 1987). The proponents of the romance of leadership were correct to 

propose that observers causally attribute organizational outcomes to leadership (see, e.g., Weber, 

et al., 2001); however, they did not consider how this process chiefly matters in distant situations 

(Antonakis & Cacciatore, 2003). Also, contemporary leadership research has demonstrated that 

leadership does in fact matter for individual and organizational outcomes (e.g., Bass, Avolio, 

Jung, & Berson, 2003; Dionne, Yammarino, Atwater, & James, 2002), and hard-line perspectives 

that suggest that leadership is but a social construction and that it does matter (e.g., Gemmill & 

Oakley, 1992; Lieberson & O'Connor, 1972; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977) appear to be waning 

(Antonakis, Cianciolo, & Sternberg, 2004; Day & Antonakis, in press; Lowe & Gardner, 2001).  

2. Numerous studies have shown that performance cues (i.e., knowledge of organizational 

outcomes) influence ratings of leader behaviors and consequently ratings of leadership (e.g., 

Lord, Binning, Rush, & Thomas, 1978). Weber and colleagues (2001) have argued that the 

context in which performance cues operate should influence the extent to which observers rely on 

these cues to form judgments. More specifically, the more a leader can be observed directly (i.e., 
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in low distance situations), the less observers should rely on performance cues to infer leader 

behaviors. Antonakis and Cacciatore (2003) specifically tested this proposition using an 

experimental design. In this study, participants were presented with a vignette description of a 

leader in which the amount of individuating information about the leader was manipulated (low 

vs. high) along with a performance cue (good vs. bad). Following the proposition that the effect 

of performance should be moderated by leader-follower distance, Antonakis and Cacciatore 

(2003) did indeed find that participants weighted the performance cue heavily in forming 

judgments about leaders in low information conditions. Conversely, in high information 

conditions, participants used the individuating information about the leader in the vignette to 

make their judgments (cf. Eagly, Makhijani, & Klonsky, 1992, p. 17; Heilman, Martell, & Simon, 

1988, p. 100; Tosi & Einbender, 1985). These results mirror the existence of both inferential and 

attributional processes for making judgments about leaders. We will now present predictive 

models of voting which provide support to the existence of the two latter processes for leader 

emergence. 

Next, we will discuss some of the traits which actually matter for leader outcomes and 

those which are often thought to matter but do not. 

Voting for “far-out” leaders 

Economic models of voting suggest that (in situations of high leader-follower distance) 

individuals rely on attributional mechanisms to evaluate leaders (e.g., Fair, 1978, 2009). The 

central idea to economic models of voting is that of sociotropic retrospective voting; that is, 

voters considered the past national economic situation when they decided how to cast their vote. 

This theoretical approach has similar foundations as the attribution-romance perspectives of 

leadership. On the basis of their evaluation of the economy, voters decide either to punish or to 

reward the incumbent party to which they attribute responsibility for the economic situation 
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(referred to as the reward-punishment hypothesis). Voters vote for the incumbent party if they 

judge the past national economic situation to be good; alternately, if they judge the economic 

situation to be bad, they vote for the challenging party (Lewis-Beck & Stegmaier, 2000).  

A prominent example of economic models of voting is Ray C. Fair’s presidential voting 

equation (Fair, 1978, 2009) which predicts the outcome of US presidential elections--and rather 

well we might add given the parsimony of the model--based solely on incumbency and economic 

factors. What this model assumes is that voters consider the state of the economy and who has 

been in office for the past terms (the models also control for the effects both World Wars may 

have had on US elections).iii  The latest specification of this model was estimated using data 

covering all US presidential elections from 1916 to 2004 (Fair, 2009). We computed the data for 

the 2008 election, and found that Fair’s presidential voting equation explained 91% of the 

variance of the two-party vote-share; this simple model also correctly predicts the winner in 19 of 

the 24 elections within the sample (Jacquart & Antonakis, 2010)! This result suggests that 

attributional mechanisms do indeed play an important role for leadership emergence in distant 

situations. 

 This model, however, does not account for the inferential processes we described earlier 

and which we suggested also play an important role in distant situations. For example, voters do 

not base their decision entirely on the macroeconomic factors and incumbency; they also care 

how leader-like the candidates are. We extended Fair’s presidential voting equations by including 

individuating information (i.e., charisma) about the candidates, that is, information which voters 

may rely upon to determine which candidate overlaps more with a prototypical leader.Charisma 

is an implicit attribute of effective leadership which is endorsed across contexts and across 

cultures (Den Hartog, House, Hanges, & Ruiz-Quintanilla, 1999). Charisma should therefore play 

an important role when voters determine which candidate is best-suited for office. The literature 
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on charismatic leadership has mostly focused on understanding outcomes of this influencing 

process. However, some researchers have also investigated the antecedents of charismatic 

leadership and particularly the strategies in which leaders engage in order to be attributed with 

charisma. For instance, Shamir, Arthur, and House (1994) hypothesized that charismatic leaders 

have an influence over their followers through their rhetoric. Broadly speaking, charismatic 

leaders differ from their non-charismatic counterparts both in the form (i.e., framing) and content 

(i.e., substantive statements) of their message.  

In order to extend Fair’s presidential voting equation in such a way that it would account 

not only for attributional mechanisms but also for inferential ones, we included a measure of 

candidates’ charisma in the model. If political candidates are indeed more likely to be selected by 

voters the more they are charismatic (i.e., compared to their opponent) this would give support to 

the existence of the short-cut route the actuality-ascription theory proposes. Furthermore, this 

would indicate that voters have developed valid stereotypes of efficient leaders. Indeed, charisma 

is strongly related to leader outcomes as the results of several meta-analyses show (Judge & 

Piccolo, 2004; Lowe, Kroeck, & Sivasubramaniam, 1996). Consistent with the above theorizing, 

we found that our extended model outperforms the original Fair model. The extended model 

explains 96% of the variance of the two-party vote share and it correctly predicts the winner in all 

but one of the 24 elections in the sample period (Jacquart & Antonakis, 2010). 

Of course, propositions regarding inferential and attributional mechanisms must consider 

other theoretical boundaries too (Dubin, 1976). Contextual factors beyond distance may affect 

which traits lead to leader effectiveness and leader emergence. For instance, national culture may 

affect the extent to which it is desirable for a leader to exert participative rather than directive 

leadership behaviors in order to be effective (Kanungo & Mendonca, 1996). An important 

contextual moderator should be crisis. Indeed, charismatic leaders are more likely to emerge and 
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to be seen as effective in situations of crisis (House, 1977; Pillai, 1996). Michelle Bligh and 

colleagues (Bligh, Kohles, & Meindl, 2004) have conducted a very interesting study examining 

how crisis (i.e., the terrorist attacks of 9/11) affected the charismatic rhetoric of George W. Bush. 

The authors of this study propose that the events which unfolded on September 11, 2001 allowed 

George W. Bush to engage in more forceful behaviors and focus more on inspirational themes.iv 

Nice from afar, but far from nice? What really matters for leadership 

So far, we have discussed what traits matter for the emergence and have suggested certain 

traits that matter for actual effectiveness. To provide a complete account for actual and ascribed 

processes we briefly present current empirical evidence, which point out two main predictors of 

leadership emergence and effectiveness: the include ability (i.e., intelligence) and personality 

(Antonakis, in press); the former is more associated with ascribed process and the latter with 

actual process. We will discuss the links between these two domains of traits and leader 

outcomes. Regarding personality, we will discuss two major conceptualizations of personality, 

namely, the “Big Five” dimensions of personality and implicit motives. We will then turn the 

discussion toward those traits that do not seem to matter much for leader outcomes. Finally, we 

will finish off by discussing the impact of certain physical characteristics on leader outcomes 

(some of which actually matter for emergence and effectiveness, both directly and indirectly as 

the ascription-actuality theory suggests). 

General intelligence. As suggested previously, top-level leaders (e.g., U.S. presidents) 

might not be selected for intelligence, though it appears that intelligence matters for leadership 

effectiveness. The previous discussion, however, was limited in that the intelligence was not 

directly measured. When measured directly, there is very strong evidence to show that general 

intelligence is the single most important predictor of work success (Schmidt & Hunter, 1998, 

2004). Links between intelligence and effective leadership have been supported in several meta-



23 

analyses. For instance, Lord, de Vader, and Alliger (Lord, De Vader, & Alliger, 1986), who 

meta-analyzed the studies discussed by Mann (Mann, 1959) in his review of leadership traits, 

report a correlation of r = .52 (n = 1533) between intelligence and leadership. Judge, Colbert, and 

Ilies (2004) report a correlation of r = .33 between objective measures of general intelligence and 

of leader effectiveness. Furthermore, the association between intelligence and job performance 

becomes stronger as the complexity of the job increases. Correlations between .50 and .59 for US 

samples (Hunter & Hunter, 1984) and between .51 and .62 for European samples have been 

reported for low and high complexity jobs, respectively (Salgado, Anderson, Moscoso, Bertua, de 

Fruyt, et al., 2003). Also, as indicated in Figure 3, the correlation between estimated intelligence 

of U.S. presidents and job performance is very high (r = .69). 

The Big Five dimensions of personality. Currently, the prevailing model of personality is 

organized around five traits (Goldberg, 1990): openness, conscientiousness, extraversion, 

agreeableness and neuroticism. It is noteworthy that the Big Five dimensions of personality are 

generally orthogonal to general intelligence, with the exception of openness which is modestly, 

albeit significantly, correlated with general intelligence (Goff & Ackerman, 1992) and that 

consequently, they may be used in combination with intelligence as predictors of leadership 

outcomes. We will briefly describe these five dimensions and report the meta-analytic 

correlations between these dimension and leadership emergence and effectiveness as reported by 

Judge and colleagues (Judge, Ilies, Bono, & Gerhardt, 2002). We report two coefficients, the first 

is with leader emergence, the second with leader effectiveness (coefficients which are underlined 

are significant at the alpha .05 level and within an 80% credibility intervals): 

1. Openness (r = .24 and .24) includes having many interests, being curious, 

unconventional, imaginative, aesthetic, and open to emotions. Because leaders are expected to be 



24 

visionary and think in novel ways, openness should theoretically be an important predictor of 

leadership.  

2. Conscientiousness (r = .33, and .16) includes being deliberative and dependable, being 

self-confident and self-disciplined, being orderly, and goal-orientated. Conscientiousness is most 

likely to be desirable for effective leadership. 

3. Extraversion (r = .33 and .24) revolves around being assertive, active, adventurous, and 

gregarious. From a theoretical point of view, and given the fact that leadership must federate 

individuals and demonstrate constancy (i.e., by having a certain level of dominance), this factor is 

probably the most important personality predictor of leadership.  

4. Agreeableness (r = .05, .21) includes being frank, compliant, soft-hearted, modest, 

having compassion, and being trustful of others. Whereas we would expect that leaders should be 

kind and show empathy, such qualities may make it hard for a leader to confront others or take a 

firm stand. 

5. Neuroticism (r = -.24 and -.22) refers to anxiety, displays of anger, depression, self-

consciousness, and vulnerability. From a theoretical point of view, it is desirable for leaders to be 

low on neuroticism. 

Of course, given that the personality factors are correlated, it is important to model thir 

partial predictive effects multivariate model. As reported by Judge et al. (Judge, Bono, Ilies, & 

Gerhardt, 2002), the big five predict leadership emergence (multiple R = .53), with the following 

significant factors (standardized partial betas in parentheses): extraversion (.30), openness (.21), 

agreeableness (-.14), conscientiousness (.36). However, leadership effectiveness is also predicted 

rather well (multiple R = . 39), though with a different set of factors: extraversion (.18), openness 

(.19). It appears that for effectiveness, only extraversion and openness matter; evidently, 

observers are not impressed with very agreeable individuals (i.e., who might not be forceful or 
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assertive enough) or those who are conscientious (i.e., who might be too obsessed with 

achievement and organization, and who might be prone to micromanaging), even though these 

factors do not appear to matter for effectiveness.  

Implicit motives. Although there is no meta-analytic evidence linking implicit motives to 

leadership, there is a rich body of research around implicit motives which seems to indicate that 

leader implicit motives significantly affect leader outcomes. It is noteworthy that implicit motives 

and explicitly measured traits (e.g., Big Five dimensions of personality) are fundamentally 

different aspects of personality that complement each other (Winter, John, Stewart, Klohnen, & 

Duncan, 1998).  Whereas implicit motives elicit a specific category of behaviors, explicit traits 

determine how these behaviors will come into play. There are three main implicit motives, 

expressed as needs, which are thought to affect our behavior: The need for affiliation, 

achievement, and power (of which the latter is often measured in conjunction with responsibility 

disposition, a psycho-social orientation which measures one’ propensity to use power in a 

“responsible” way). Existing research linking implicit motives to leadership outcomes suggests 

that high levels of need for power, with low needs for affiliation and power are predictive of 

effective leadership (Antonakis & House, 2002; De Hoogh et al., 2005; R.J. House, W.D. 

Spangler, & J. Woycke, 1991; Spangler & House, 1991; Winter & Carlson, 1988; Winter, et al., 

1998), particularly for high-level (distant leaders); however, achievement would seem to 

engender micromanagement and ineffective delegation (Antonakis & House, 2002; Jacquart, 

Antonakis, & Ramus, 2008). For low-level (close) leaders it appears that need for achievement is 

instrumental, given that success also depends on the result of the leader’s individual efforts 

(McClelland & Boyatzis, 1982). 

Emotional intelligence. Although emotional intelligence has gained wide recognition 

amongst practitioners, there is, to date, no solid evidence indicating that emotional intelligence 



26 

predicts leader outcomes. A recent meta-analysis showed that emotional intelligence correlated 

weakly with transformational leadership, that is, r = .11 (Harms & Credé, 2010a). In this study, 

these authors did not control for personality or general intelligence. When controlling for these 

two factors, this correlation becomes null (Harms & Credé, 2010b)—see also Antonakis (2009). 

Readers interested in hearing the arguments of proponents and opponents of emotional 

intelligence in leadership research can turn to a series of letters published in The Leadership 

Quarterly on this topic (Antonakis, Ashkanasy, & Dasborough, 2009). This construct has also 

been linked to distance (Antonakis, 2003, 2004); briefly, if in the unlikely event that emotional 

intelligence mattered for leader outcomes, emotional intelligence would probably work only from 

close situations given that leaders would have the necessary social contact to react to followers 

emotional states. However, at a distance, leaders cannot be overly “bogged-down” by the 

emotional states of others and at times would need to take difficult decisions (which would be 

incompatible with being too emotionally intelligent).  

Self-monitoring. A meta-analysis has shown that self-monitoring—measuring the extent 

to which individuals monitor their behavior in public (Snyder, 1979)—is positively associated 

with leader emergence with correlations varying between r = .15 and r = .27 depending on which 

criterion was employed (Day, Schleicher, Unckless, & Hiller, 2002). However, the exact unique 

contribution of this factor beyond the Big Five is unclear. Also—and in linking this factor to 

leader distance—Day et al. noted that self-monitoring might not predict leader outcomes for top-

level leaders because high self monitors “may be less likely than low self-monitors to adopt 

firm strategic positions or communicate a consistent vision on key issues” (p. 398).  

Physical characteristics: height, sex, and age. As we discussed earlier, in distant 

situations individuals are prone to rely on specious factors to make judgments about leaders. The 

physical characteristics of leaders form readily-available information that affects leadership 
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emergence even though it may not (directly) matter for leadership effectiveness. Among the 

physical characteristics which affect leader outcomes are height, sex, and age. Indeed, Judge and 

Cable (2004) report significant meta-analytic correlations between height and performance (r = 

.18), height and income (r = .24), and height and leader emergence (r = .24). Although height 

correlates (weakly) with intelligence (Sundet, Tambs, Harris, Magnus, & Torjussen, 2005), which 

could indicate that taller leaders are actually smarter (due to a common genetic cause), it is more 

probable that the above meta-analytic correlations illustrate how the ascription route can lead 

back to the actuality route. Indeed, because taller individuals have a higher status, this probably 

affects their esteem (the correlation between esteem and height is .41), which thus makes taller 

leaders feel more efficacious and ultimately they become better leaders (possibly too because 

followers may believe that taller leaders are more self-efficacious, and may thus provide more 

currency and support for taller leaders).   

Sex also affects leader outcomes. Indeed, leadership is stereotypically defined by 

masculine attributes which has a doubly binding effect on women seeking leadership roles (Eagly 

& Johannesen-Schmidt, 2001). Indeed, if women behave as women (i.e., they do not act agentic) 

they will be perceived as not possessing the attributes of a leader, and if women behave as men to 

match the leader prototype, they are perceived as displaying gender incongruent behaviors and 

are thus disliked. Research also shows that in distance situations (i.e., where information 

uncertainty is high) women are evaluated in stereotypical ways; however, as more individuating 

information is provided to the observer, ratings of observers become more accurate (Heilman & 

Haynes, 2005). 

Finally, age also affects leader outcomes. Indeed, age is a good proxy for experience 

(Antonakis, in press). However, the implicit and often fallacious assumption is that individuals 

learn from their experience and thus that older individuals are more competent (given that age 
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does indeed correlate with managerial experience, r = .53, Ostroff, Atwater, & Feinberg, 2004). 

Existing empirical evidence actually points toward a negative relationship between experience 

and leader effectiveness (Fiedler, 1970; Ostroff, et al., 2004)!  It is actually very difficult to learn 

in performance environments that do not provide direct and immediate feedback (Summers, 

Williamson, & Read, 2004). Thus, where individuating information is lacking, individuals reason 

by representativeness (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974, by stereotyping) and may select an older 

person for a leadership position, even though that person might not have the right characteristics 

to be successful.  

Conclusion 

We presented a theoretical explanation, as well as reviewed empirical papers, about how 

distance affects leadership influence processes. We trust that readers found our explanations 

interesting. One aspect that we did not cover, however, is the following: why do observers rely on 

seemingly “Neanderthal-type” factors to make leadership judgments (e.g., having a proclivity to 

choose those who are tall, male, older, etc. for leadership roles)? We may have given it away by 

how we posed the question! We conclude with a very short explanation from evolutionary 

psychology which may provide some interesting answers to this question. Specifically, we think 

that the mismatch hypothesis provides the best explanation (Van Vugt, 2010; Van Vugt, Hogan, 

& Kaiser, 2008).  

Mark van Vugt and colleagues (Van Vugt, 2010; Van Vugt, Johnson, Kaiser, & O'Gorman, 

2008) suggest that over millions of years of living in small, egalitarian tribes with our kin, 

humans genes adapted to the then prevailing form of leadership (Van Vugt, in press). However, 

humans are now confronted with a mismatch between our evolutionary leadership psychology 

and what is required by modern leadership. Such a mismatch may come in the form of our 

preference for characteristics that are readily observable in leaders: that is, leaders are men, who 
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are taller, who are better looking, and who are older. Apparently, these characteristics were well-

adapted for our ancestors, where brawn was needed for survival. Nowadays though, these 

characteristics are irrelevant for leadership; these traits do not actually (i.e., objectively) matter 

for leader outcomes, though others, which are not easily observable (e.g., intelligence) do.  

As our review of the literature shows, it is highly likely that in the absence of individuating 

information about potential leaders, individuals choose leaders who have qualities that would 

have been valuable in ancestral times but do not matter today. Thus, it is imperative that we 

develop accurate selection systems and processes to ensure that evaluations downplay “outside” 

characteristics and focus on “inside” characteristics; the stakes are just too high nowadays. 

Although the stereotypical qualities sought may have had some adaptive function for our 

ancestors, for example, having domain specific expertise (which would correlate with age), or 

being physically dominant (which would have correlated with height and strength) they are 

simply irrelevant today in the vast majority of leadership situations. However, our genes have not 

yet caught-up with the current milieu. Given the propensity of individuals to still be biased by our 

genetic baggage, the consequence of the mismatch hypothesis should thus be particularly evident 

in high distance situations (where observers have very little individuating information about 

leaders, which could allow them to correct initial classifications). 

 To conclude, we have explored how distance in leader-follower relationships affects 

leader outcomes by reviewing current research investigating the links between exposure to 

politicians’ faces and electoral outcomes, among other research. We suggested that in distant 

situations such as political elections, followers were particularly susceptible to irrelevant markers 

of leadership that are simply unrelated to leader outcomes. We then explained the actuality-

ascription trait theory of leadership, showing the routes stemming from leader traits to leader 

outcomes, and discussing two processes (i.e., attributional and inferential processes) that bias 
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observer evaluations of leaders. We also discussed some of the traits that matter and some that do 

not matter for leadership. Finally, we discussed an evolutionary explanation regarding observer’s 

propensity to rely on seemingly specious factors when selecting leaders. We trust that our “far 

side” explanations were not too far off! 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
i It is noteworthy that the effect of competence on election outcomes remained significant even when 
controlling for an array of other factors which could theoretically have been driving the results (i.e., 
familiarity with, or age and attractiveness of the candidate). 

ii Pair n°1: Stéphane Alaize (left) lost to Jean-Claude Flory (right) in the Ardèche electoral district (No. 3) 
with 42.77% versus 57.23% of the vote. Of the children who rated this pair, 90% chose Flory. Pair n°2: 
Jean Vila (left) lost to Daniel Mach (right) in the Pyrenees-Orientales electoral district (No. 1) with 
44,26% versus 55,74% of the vote. Of the children who rated this pair, 79% chose Mach. Pair n°3: 
Claudine Ledoux (right) lost to Bérangère Poletti (left) in the Ardennes electoral district (No. 1) with 
46,02% versus 53,89% of the vote. Of the children who rated this pair, 77% chose Poletti. Pair n°4: Jean-
Jacques Denis (left) lost to Laurent Hénart (right) in the Meurthe-et-Moselle electoral district (No. 1) with 
45.69% versus 54.31% of the vote. Of the children who rated this pair, 77% chose Denis. Pair n°5: Nicole 
Feidt (right) lost to Nadine Morano (left) in the Meurthe-et-Moselle electoral district (No. 5) with 43,74% 
versus 56,26% of the vote. Of the children who rated this pair, 73% of children chose Morano.  

iii  The model captures the state of the economy using three different measures: (a) the growth rate of real 
per capita GDP in the first three quarters of the on-term election year (annual rate); (b) the absolute value 
of the growth rate of the GDP deflator in the first 15 quarters of the administration (annual rate) except for 
1920, 1944, and 1948, where the values are zero; and (c) the number of quarters in the first 15 quarters of 
the administration in which the growth rate of real per capita GDP is greater than 3.2% at an annual rate 
except for 1920, 1944, and 1948, where the values are zero. The effects of incumbency are captured by 
considering whether the current president is running again and by accounting for the number of 
consecutive terms the party in power has been in office up to the present day. 

iv Bligh and colleagues (Bligh, et al., 2004) do indeed find significant changes in the rhetoric of George 
W. Bush. We are currently reanalyzing this data to test for the causal effect of 9/11 on the rhetoric of 
George W. Bush. 



31 

REFERENCES 

Ambady, N., & Rosenthal, R. (1992). Thin Slices of Expressive Behavior as Predictors of 

Interpersonal Consequences - a Metaanalysis. [Review]. Psychological Bulletin, 

111(2), 256-274. 

Antonakis, J. (2003). Why "emotional intelligence" does not predict leadership 

effectiveness: A comment on Prati, Douglas, Ferris, Ammeter, and Buckley. The 

International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 11(4), 355-361. 

Antonakis, J. (2004). On why "emotional intelligence" will not predict leadership 

effectiveness beyond IQ or the "big five": An extension and rejoinder. 

Organizational Analysis, 12(2), 171-182. 

Antonakis, J. (2009). “Emotional intelligence”: What does it measure and does it matter for 

leadership? In G. B. Graen (Ed.), LMX leadership--Game-Changing Designs: 

Research-Based Tools   (Vol. Vol. VII, pp. 163-192). Greenwich, CT: Information 

Age Publishing. 

Antonakis, J. (in press). Predictors of leadership: The usual suspects and the suspect traits. 

In A. Bryman, D. Collinson, K. Grint, B. Jackson & M. Uhl-Bien (Eds.), Sage 

Handbook of Leadership. Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications. 

Antonakis, J., Angerfelt, M., & Liechti, S. (2010). Testing if charisma can be taught: 

Evidence from a laboratory and field study. Paper presented at the Academy of 

Management, Organizational Behavior Division.  

Antonakis, J., Ashkanasy, N. M., & Dasborough, M. T. (2009). Does leadership need 

emotional intelligence? The Leadership Quarterly, 20(2), 247-261. 

Antonakis, J., & Atwater, L. (2002). Leader distance: A review and a proposed theory. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 13, 673-704. 



32 

Antonakis, J., Bendahan, S., Jacquart, P., & Lalive, R. (in press). On making causal claims: 

A review and recommendations. The Leadership Quarterly. 

Antonakis, J., & Cacciatore, S. (2003). Heuristics and biases in evaluations of leaders: The 

effects of uncertainty. University of Lausanne Working Paper. 

Antonakis, J., Cianciolo, A. T., & Sternberg, R. J. (2004). Leadership: Past, present, future. 

In J. Antonakis, A. T. Cianciolo & R. J. Sternberg (Eds.), The Nature of Leadership 

(pp. 3-15). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Antonakis, J., & Dalgas, O. (2009). Predicting Elections: Child's Play! Science, 323(5918), 

1183. 

Antonakis, J., & Hooijberg, R. (2007). Cascading vision for real commitment. . In R. 

Hooijberg, J. G. Hunt, J. Antonakis, K. B. Boal & N. Lane (Eds.), Being there even 

when you are not: Leading through strategy, structures, and systems. (Vol. 4, pp. 

235-249). Amsterdam: Elsevier Science. 

Antonakis, J., & House, R. J. (2002). An analysis of the full-range leadership theory: The 

way forward. In B. J. Avolio & F. J. Yammarino (Eds.), Transformational and 

Charismatic Leadership: The Road Ahead (pp. 3-34). Amsterdam: JAI Press. 

Antonakis, J., House, R. J., Rowold, J., & Borgmann, L. (2010). A fuller full-range 

leadership theory: Instrumental, transformational, and transactional leadership. 

Submitted for publication. 

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1993). Autonomy as a Moderator of the Relationships 

between the Big 5 Personality Dimensions and Job-Performance. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 78(1), 111-118. 



33 

Bass, B. M., Avolio, B. J., Jung, D. I., & Berson, Y. (2003). Predicting unit performance by 

assessing transformational and transactional leadership. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 88(2), 207-218. 

Bertrand, M., & Schoar, A. (2003). Managing with style: The effect of managers on firm 

policies. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 118(4), 1169-1208. 

Bligh, M. C., Kohles, J. C., & Meindl, J. R. (2004). Charisma under crisis: Presidential 

leadership, rhetoric, and media responses before and after the september 11th 

terrorist attacks. The Leadership Quarterly, 2(15), 211-239. 

Bogardus, E. S. (1927). Leadership and social distance. Sociology and Social Research, 12, 

173-178. 

Bogardus, E. S. (1928). Occupational distance. Sociology and Social Research, 13, 73-81. 

Calder, B. J. (1977). An Attribution Theory of Leadership. In S. B.M. & S. G.R. (Eds.), New 

directions is OB (pp. 179-204). Chicago: St Clair. 

Cantor, N., & Mischel, W. (1977). Traits as prototypes: Effects on recognition memory. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 35(1), 38-48. 

Carré, J. M., McCormick, C. M., & Mondloch, C. J. (2009). Facial Structure Is a Reliable 

Cue of Aggressive Behavior. Psychological Science, 20(10), 1194-1198. 

Chen, C. C., & Meindl, J. R. (1991). The Construction of Leadership Images in the Popular 

Press: The Case of Donald Burr and People Express. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 36(4 ), 521-551. 

Chen, G., Kirkman, B. L., & Kanfer, R. ( 2007). A multilevel study of leadership, 

empowerment, and performance in teams. Journal of Applied Psychology, 92, 331–

346. 



34 

Day, D. V., & Antonakis, J. (in press). Leadership: Past, present, future. In D. V. Day & J. 

Antonakis (Eds.), The Nature of Leadership (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Day, D. V., Schleicher, D. J., Unckless, A. L., & Hiller, N. J. (2002). Self-Monitoring 

Personality at Work: A Meta-Analytic Investigation of Construct Validity. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 89(2), 390-401. 

De Hoogh, A. H. B., Den Hartog, D. N., Koopman, P. L., Thierry, H., Van den Berg, P. T., 

Van der Weide, J. G., et al. (2005). Leader motives, charismatic leadership, and 

subordinates' work attitude in the profit and voluntary sector. Leadership Quarterly, 

16(1), 17-38. 

Den Hartog, D. N., House, R. J., Hanges, P. J., & Ruiz-Quintanilla, S. A. (1999). Culture 

specific and cross-culturally generalizable implicit leadership theories: Are attributes 

of charismatic/transformational leadership universally endorsed? [Article]. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 10(2), 219-256. 

Dionne, S. D., Yammarino, F. J., Atwater, L. E., & James, L. R. (2002). Neutralizing 

Substitutes for Leadership Theory: Leadership Effects and Common-Source Bias. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3), 454-464. 

Draper, N. R., & Smith, H. (1998). Applied regression analysis (3rd ed.). New York: Wiley. 

Dubin, R. (1976). Theory building in applied areas. In M. D. Dunnette (Ed.), Handbook of 

Industrial and Organizational Psychology (pp. 17-40). Chicago: Rand McNally. 

Eagly, A. H., & Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C. (2001). The Leadership Styles of Women and 

Men. Journal of Social Issues, 57(4). 

Eagly, A. H., Makhijani, M. G., & Klonsky, B. G. (1992). Gender and the evaluation of 

leaders - A metaanalysis. Psychological Bulletin, 111(1), 3-22. 



35 

Erickson, D. J., & Krull, D. S. (1999). Distinguishing Judgements About What From 

Judgments About Why: Effects of Behaviour Extremity on Correspondant Inferences 

and Causal Attributions. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 21(1), 1-11. 

Fair, R. C. (1978). The Effect of Economic Events on Votes for President. The Review of 

Economics and Statistics, 60(2), 159-173. 

Fair, R. C. (2009). Presidential and Congressional Vote-Share Equations. American Journal 

of Political Science, 53(1), 55-72. 

Fiedler, F. E. (1970). Leadership experience and leader performance--another hypothesis 

shot to hell. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 5(1), 1-14. 

Finkelstein, S., & Hambrick, D. C. (1990). Top-management-team tenure and organizational 

outcomes: The moderating role of managerial discretion. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 35, 484-503. 

Fiske, S. T. (1995). Social Cognition. In A. Tesser (Ed.), Advanced Social Psychology (pp. 

149-193). Boston: McGraw-Hill. 

Fiske, S. T., & Taylor, S. E. (1991). Social Cognition (second ed.). New York: McGraw-

Hill. 

Flynn, F. J., & Staw, B. M. (2004). Lend me your wallets: The effect of charismatic 

leadership on external support for an organization. Strategic Management Journal, 

25, 309-330. 

Gelman, A., & King, G. (1990). Estimating Incumbency Advantage without Bias. American 

Journal of Political Science, 34(4), 1142–1164. 

Gemmill, G., & Oakley, J. (1992). Leadership: An Alienating Social Myth? Human 

Relations, 45(2), 113-129. 



36 

Gilbert, D. T., Pelham, B. W., & Krull, D. S. (1988). On Cognitive Busyness: When Person 

Perceivers Meet Persons Perceived. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 

54(5), 733-740. 

Goff, M., & Ackerman, P. L. (1992). Personality-intelligence relations: Assessment of 

typical intellectual engagement. Journal of Educational Psychology, 84(4), 537-552. 

Goldberg, L. R. (1990). An Alternative "Description of Personality": The Big-Five Factor 

Structure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(6), 1216-1229. 

Hambrick, D. C., & Finkelstein, S. (1987). Managerial discretion: A bridge between polar 

views of organizational outcomes. Research in Organizational Behavior, 9, 369-406. 

Hambrick, D. C., & Mason, P. A. (1984). Upper echelons: The organization as a reflection 

of its top managers. Academy of Management Review, 9(2), 193-206. 

Harms, P. D., & Credé, M. (2010a). Emotional Intelligence and Transformational and 

Transactional Leadership: A Meta-Analysis. Journal of Leadership & 

Organizational Studies, 17(1), 5-17. 

Harms, P. D., & Credé, M. (2010b). Remaining Issues in Emotional Intelligence Research: 

Construct Overlap, Method Artifacts, and Lack of Incremental Validity. Industrial 

and Organizational Psychology, 3(2), 154-158. 

Heilman, M. E., & Haynes, M. C. (2005). No credit where credit is due: Attributional 

rationalization of women's success in male-female teams. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 90(5), 905-916. 

Heilman, M. E., Martell, R. F., & Simon, M. C. (1988). The Vagaries of Sex Bias - 

Conditions Regulating the Undervaluation, Equivaluation, and Overvaluation of 

Female Job Applicants. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 

41(1), 98-110. 



37 

Hooijberg, R., Hunt, J. G., Antonakis, J., Boal, K. B., & Lane, N. (Eds.). (2007). Being there 

even when you are not: Leading through strategy, structures, and systems. 

Amsterdam: Elsevier Science. 

House, R. J. (1977). A 1976 Theory of Charismatic Leadership. In J. G. Hunt & L. L. 

Larson (Eds.), The Cutting Edge. Carbondale: Southern Illinois: University Press. 

House, R. J., Spangler, W. D., & Woycke, J. (1991). Personality and charisma and the U.S. 

presidency: A psychological theory of leader effectiveness. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 36, 364-396. 

House, R. J., Spangler, W. D., & Woycke, J. (1991). Personaltiy and charisma and the U.S. 

presidency: A psychological theory of leader effectiveness. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 36, 364-396. 

Hunt, J. G. (1991). Leadership: A new synthesis. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 

Hunt, J. G. (1991). Leadership: A new synthesis. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 

Hunter, J. E., & Hunter, R. F. (1984). Validity and Utility of Alternative Predictors of Job-

Performance. [Article]. Psychological Bulletin, 96(1), 72-98. 

Jacquart, P., & Antonakis, J. (2010). "It's the economy stupid," but charisma matters too: A 

dual-process model of presidential election outcomes. Submitted for publication. 

Jacquart, P., Antonakis, J., & Ramus, C. (2008). Does CEO personality matter? Implications 

for financial performance and corporate social responsibility. International Journal 

of Psychology, 43(3-4), 596-596. 

Jones, B. F., & Olken, B. A. (2005). Do leaders matter? National leadership and growth 

since World War II. The Quarterly Journal of Economics, 835-864. 

Jones, E. E., & Harris, V. A. (1967). The attribution of attitudes. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 3, 1-24. 



38 

Judge, T. A., Bono, J. E., Ilies, R., & Gerhardt, M. W. (2002). Personality and leadership: A 

qualitative and quantitative review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 765-780. 

Judge, T. A., & Cable, D. M. (2004). The effect of physical height on workplace success and 

income: Preliminary test of a theoretical model. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

89(3), 428-441. 

Judge, T. A., Colbert, A. E., & Ilies, R. (2004). Intelligence and leadership: A quantitative 

review and test of theoretical propositions. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(3), 

542-552. 

Judge, T. A., Ilies, R., Bono, J. E., & Gerhardt, M. W. (2002). Personality and Leadership: A 

Qualitative and Quantitative Review. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4). 

Judge, T. A., & Piccolo, R. F. (2004). Transformational and transactional leadership: A 

meta-analytic test of their relative validity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 89(5), 

755-768. 

Kanungo, R. N., & Mendonca, M. (1996). Cultural contingencies and leadership in 

developing countries. Sociology of Organizations, 14, 263-295. 

Katz, D., & Kahn, R. L. (1978). The social psychology of organizations. New York: John 

Wiley & Sons. 

Lawson, C., Lenz, G. S., Baker, A., & Myers, M. (in press). Beauty itself doth of itself 

persuade: A cross-cultural study of candidate appearance and electoral success in 

new democracies 

World Politics. 

Lenz, G. S., & Lawson, C. (2009). Looking the part: Television leads less informed citizens 

to vote based on candidates' appearance. Paper presented at the Paper presented at 



39 

the annual meeting of the Midwest Political Science Association 67th Annual 

National Conference.  

Lewis-Beck, M. S., & Stegmaier, M. (2000). Economic Determinants of Electoral 

Outcomes. Annual Review of Political Science, 3(1), 183-219. 

Lieberson, S., & O'Connor, J. F. (1972). Leadership and Organizational Performance: A 

Study of Large Corporations. American Sociological Review, 37(2), 117-130. 

Longman, R. S., Saklofske, D. H., & Fung, T. S. (2007). WAIS-III percentile scores by 

education and sex for US and Canadian populations. Assessment, 14(4), 426-432. 

Lord, R. G., Binning, J. F., Rush, M. C., & Thomas, J. C. (1978). The effect of performance 

cues and leader behavior on questionnaire ratings of leadership behaviorr. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 21(1), 27-39. 

Lord, R. G., De Vader, C. L., & Alliger, G. M. (1986). A Meta-analysis of the relation 

between personality traits and leadership perceptions: An application of validity 

generalization procedures. Journal of Applied Psychology, 71(3), 402-410. 

Lord, R. G., Foti, R. J., & De Vader, C. L. (1984). A Test of Leadership Categorization 

Theory: Internal Structure, Information Processing, and Leadership Perceptions. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 34, 343-378. 

Lowe, K. B., & Gardner, W. L. (2001). Ten Years of the Leadership Quarterly: 

Contributions and Challenges for the Future. Leadership Quarterly, 11(4), 459-514. 

Lowe, K. B., Kroeck, K. G., & Sivasubramaniam, N. (1996). Effectiveness correlates of 

transformational and transactional leadership: A meta-analytic review of the MLQ 

literature. The Leadership Quarterly, 7(3), 385-425. 

Mann, R. D. (1959). A review of the relationship between personality and performance in 

small groups. Psychological Bulletin, 56(4), 241-270. 



40 

McClelland, D. C., & Boyatzis, R. E. (1982). Leadership motive pattern and long-term 

success in management. Journal of Applied Psychology, 67(6), 737-743  

Meindl, J. R., & Ehrlich, S. B. (1987). The romance of leadership and the evaluation of 

organizational performance. Academy of Management Journal, 30(1), 91-109. 

Minkes, A. L., Small, M. W., & Chatterjee, S. R. (1999). Leadership and business ethics: 

Does it matter? Implications for management. Journal of Business Ethics, 20, 327-

335. 

Napier, B. J., & Ferris, G. R. (1993). Distance in organizations. Human Resource 

Management Review, 3(4), 321-357. 

Nickerson, R. S. (1998). Confirmation Bias: A Ubiquitous Phenomenon in Many Guises. 

Review of General Psychology, 2(2), 175-220. 

Oliphant, J. (2008, April 9). '08 Campaign costs nearing $2 Billion. Is it worth it? Los 

Angeles Times. Retrieved from 

http://latimesblogs.latimes.com/washington/2008/04/campaignexpense.html 

Olivola, C. Y., & Todorov, A. (2010). Elected in 100 milliseconds: Appearance-Based Trait 

Inferences and Voting. Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, 34(2), 83-110. 

Ostroff, C., Atwater, L. E., & Feinberg, B. J. (2004). Understanding self-other agreement: A 

look at rater and ratee characteristics, context, and outcomes. 57(2), 333-375. 

Park, C. W., & Lessig, V. P. (1981). Familiarity and its impact on consumer decision biases 

and heuristics. Journal of Consumer Research, 8(2), 223-230. 

Park, R. E. (1924). The concept of social distance as applied to the study of racial attitudes 

and racial relations. Journal of Applied Sociology, 8(5), 339-344. 

Pfeffer, J. (1977). The ambiguity of leadership. Academy of Management Review, 1, 104-

112. 



41 

Pillai, R. (1996). Crisis and the Emergence of Charismatic Leadership in Groups: An 

Experimental Investigation. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 26(6), 543-562. 

Plato, & Jowett, B. (1901). The republic of Plato; an ideal commonwealth (Rev. ed.). New 

York: The Colonial Press. 

Poutvaara, P., Jordahl, H., & Berggren, N. (2009). Faces of politicians: Babyfacedness 

predicts inferred competence but not electoral success. Journal of Experimental 

Social Psychology, 45(5), 1132-1135. 

Rosenzweig, P. M. (2007). The halo effect-- and the eight other business delusions that 

deceive managers. New York: Free Press. 

Rule, N. O., Ambady, N., Adams, R. B., Ozono, H., Nakashima, S., Yoshikawa, S., et al. 

(2010). Polling the Face: Prediction and Consensus Across Cultures. Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, 98(1), 1-15. 

Rule, N. O., Freeman, J. B., Moran, J. M., Gabrieli, J. D. E., Adams, R. B., & Ambady, N. 

(2010). Voting behavior is reflected in amygdala response across cultures. Social 

Cognitive and Affective Neuroscience, 5(2-3), 349-355. 

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1977). Constraints on administrator discretion: The limited 

influence of mayors on city budgets. Urban Affairs Quarterly, 12, 475-498. 

Salgado, J. F., Anderson, N., Moscoso, S., Bertua, C., & de Fruyt, F. (2003). International 

validity generalization of GMA and cognitive abilities: A European Community 

meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology, 56, 573-605. 

Salgado, J. F., Anderson, N., Moscoso, S., Bertua, C., de Fruyt, F., & Rolland, J. P. (2003). 

A meta-analytic study of general mental ability validity for different occupations in 

the European Community. Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(6), 1068-1081. 



42 

Sashkin, M. (2004). Transformational leadership approaches: A review and synthesis. In J. 

Antonakis, A. T. Cianciolo & R. J. Sternberg (Eds.), The Nature of Leadership (pp. 

171-196). Thousand Oaks: Sage. 

Schein, E. H. (1990). Organizational culture. American Psychologist, 45(2), 109-119. 

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (1996, Jun 11). The validity and utility of selection methods 

in personnel psychology: Practical and theoretical implications of 85 years of 

research findings. Paper presented at the Meeting of the Korean Human Resource 

Managers, Seoul, South Korea. 

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (1998). The validity and utility of selection methods in 

personnel psychology: Practical and theoretical implications of 85 years of research 

findings. Psychological Bulletin, 124(2), 262-274. 

Schmidt, F. L., & Hunter, J. E. (2004). General Mental Ability in the world of work: 

occupational attainment and job performance. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 86(1), 162-173. 

Schneider, B. (1987). The people make the place. Personnel Psychology, 40, 437-453. 

Shamir, B. (1995). Social Distance and Charisma - Theoretical Notes and an Exploratory-

Study. The Leadership Quarterly, 6(1), 19-47. 

Shamir, B., Arthur, M. B., & House, R. J. (1994). The rhetoric of charismatic leadership: a 

theoretical extenson, a case study, and implications for research. The Leadership 

Quarterly, 5(1), 25-42. 

Simonton, D. K. (1988). Presidential style: Personality, biography, and performance. 

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 55(6), 928-936. 

Simonton, D. K. (2002). Intelligence and presidential greatness: Equation replication using 

updated IQ estimates. Advances in Psychology Research, 13, 163-174. 



43 

Simonton, D. K. (2006). Presidential IQ, openness, intellectual brilliance, and leadership: 

Estimates and correlations for 42 US chief executives. Political Psychology, 27(4), 

511-526. 

Slater, A., & Quinn, P. C. (2001). Face recognition in the newborn infant. Infant and Child 

Development, 10(1-2), 21-24. 

Snyder, M. (1979). Self-monitoring process. In L. Berkowitz (Ed.), Advances in 

experimental social psychology (pp. 85-128). New York: Academic Press. 

Spangler, W. D., & House, R. J. (1991). Presidential effectiveness and the leadership motive 

profile. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 60(3). 

Summers, B., Williamson, T., & Read, D. (2004). Does method of acquisition affect the 

quality of expert judgment? A comparison of education with on-the-job learning. 

Journal of Occupational & Organizational Psychology, 77, 237–258. 

Sundet, J. M., Tambs, K., Harris, J. R., Magnus, P., & Torjussen, T. M. (2005). Resolving 

the genetic and environmental sources of the correlation between height and 

intelligence: A study of nearly 2600 Norwegian male twin pairs. Twin Research and 

Human Genetics, 8(4), 307-311. 

Todorov, A., Mandisodza, A. N., Goren, A., & Hall, C. C. (2005). Inferences of competence 

from faces predict election outcomes. Science, 308(5728), 1623-1626. 

Tosi, H. L., & Einbender, S. W. (1985). The effects of the type and amount of information in 

sex-discrimination research - A meta-analysis. Academy of Management Journal, 

28(3), 712-723. 

Tversky, A., & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under Uncertainty: Heuristics and Biases. 

Science, 185(4157), 1124-1131. 



44 

Van Vugt, M. (2010). Selected: Why some people lead, why others follows, and why it 

matters. London: Profile Books. 

Van Vugt, M. (in press). The Nature in Leadership: Evolutionary, Biological, and Social 

Neuroscience Perspectives. In D. V. Day & J. Antonakis (Eds.), The Nature of 

Leadership (2nd ed.). Thousand, Oaks: Sage. 

Van Vugt, M., Hogan, R., & Kaiser, R. B. (2008). Leadership, followership, and evolution - 

Some lessons from the past. American Psychologist, 63(3), 182-196. 

Van Vugt, M., Johnson, D., Kaiser, R., & O'Gorman, R. (2008). Evolution and the social 

psychology of leadership: The mismatch hypothesis. In C. Hoyt, D. Forsyth & A. 

Goethals (Eds.), The Social psychology of leadership. 

 . London: Praeger. 

Waldman, D. A., & Yammarino, B. J. (1999). CEO charismatic leadership: Levels-of-

management and levels-of-analysis effects. Academy of Management Review, 24(2), 

266-285. 

Weber, R., Camerer, C., Rottenstreich, Y., & Knez, M. (2001). The Illusion of Leadership: 

Misattribution of Cause in Coordination Games. Organization Science, 12(5). 

Willis, J., & Todorov, A. (2006). First impressions: Making up your mind after a 100-ms 

exposure to a face. Psychological Science, 17(7), 592-598. 

Winter, D. G., & Carlson, L. A. (1988). Using motive scores in the psychobiographical 

study of an individual: the case of Richard Nixon. Psychobiography and life 

narratives (book). 

Winter, D. G., John, O. P., Stewart, A. J., Klohnen, E. C., & Duncan, L. E. (1998). Traits 

and motives: Toward an integration of two traditions in personality research. 

Psychological Review, 105, 230-250. 



45 

Yagil, D. (1998). Charismatic leadership and organizational hierarchy: Attribution of 

charisma to close and distant leaders. The Leadership Quarterly, 9(2), 161-176. 

Zebrowitz, L. A., & Montepare, J. M. (2005). Appearance DOES matter. Science, 

308(5728), 1565-1566. 

 



46 

Figure 1 

Examples of a Pairs of Faces Used by Antonakis and Dalgas (2009) 
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Figure 1 (continued) 

Examples of a Pairs of Faces Used by Antonakis and Dalgas (2009) 
 

Pair n°4 

  
 

Pair n°5 

  
 

 
Note: In the variant of the experiment in which the children took part, children were asked to 
“Imagine that you will now sail from Troy to Ithaca. Who would you choose as the captain 
of your boat?” 
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Figure 2 
The Actuality-Ascription Trait Theory of Leadership  

 

Adapted from Antonakis (in press). 
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Figure 3 
Correlation Between Intelligence and Greatness Amongst US Presidents 
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Note: Data is Simonton (2002). r(41) = .55, p =.0002. When disattenuated for measurement error (i.e., assuming a 
reliability of about .80) using errors-in-variables regression (Draper & Smith, 1998) the standardized coefficient is .69 


